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Abstract: The behavior of firms is changing as new kinds of businesses evolve. In particular,
companies are now seeking to optimize their value, especially their intangible value—referred to as
brand equity value—which has many behavioral drivers. The analysis of brand equity determinants
in the financial sector (e.g., ethical investments, sustainability and firm behavior) has received little
attention. The methodology used in this study included the collection of information from publicly
listed companies, followed by the execution of a statistical analysis to study the correlations between
brand equity values and their determinants. We aimed to close this gap by raising the awareness of
the positive impacts of sustainable investments in the financial sector and the need for a managerial
implementation model to build a sustainability-oriented brand value. The objective of this research
was to examine the relationships between elements such as sustainability scores or diversity measures
and firms’ brand value. Considering sectoral and regional effects, we observed a positive relationship
between environmental and social governance scores and brand equity value.
Keywords: sustainability; ethics; brand equity; governance
1. Introduction
In recent years we have seen a growing interest for responsible investment, an approach that
considers environmental, social and governance (ESG) factors in portfolio selection and management.
In 2015, 218 US funds had integrated ESG factors into the investment process. In 2018, this number has
increased up to 351, reflecting the growing importance of responsible investment, reaching $161 billion
of total assets under management [1]. However, not only United States investors are integrating ESG
factors on investment decision but this is a worldwide trend. In fact, global sustainable investment has
increased a 67% in the last four years from $18,276 billion in 2014 to $30,683 billion in 2018 in the five
major markets [2]. This popularity of sustainable investment may be viewed as investors becoming
aware of environmental sustainability, the treatment of companies to their employees and society as a
whole, as well as in business policies such as the diversity of the board of directors and ethics business.
Nevertheless, investors may not be as altruistic and base their investing choices on sustainable firms
because they expect to get better financial returns. In fact, ESG factors may improve a business’ image
for its stakeholders and engage its clients, boosting brand value.
On the other hand, brands are one of the most strategic assets of a firm, able to get sustainable
competitive advantage over competitors. However, companies’ financial statements do not include
them, so that estimating their values is a hard task. In fact, brand equity may be seen from the consumer
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perspective -perception or behavioral value- or the financial perspective -revenue differential between
a branded and a generic product. Here, we use brand equity and brand value indistinctly, referring
to the financial perspective. The brand value estimation is as proposed by Damodaran [3], where
a well-known brand—with customer engagement—can charge a price premium relative to generic
brands—without customer engagement. The intuition is the following—firms can charge higher prices
for the same products, driving up profit margins and price-sales ratios, as well as firm value. The
larger the price premium a firm can charge, the greater the brand value.
The need for this study has arisen from the availability of more modern sustainability data due to
increased reporting [4] by public firms and the wide variety of firm valuation methods. We are not the
first to describe the relevance of sustainability measures within the business framework. Corporate
social responsibility (CSR) efforts have previously had significant impacts on the customer-based
brand equity perspective [5] as well as the conceptual model in the business-to-business market,
highlighting the importance of the topic from a stakeholder perspective [6]. The analysis of brand
equity determinants in the financial sector such as ethical investments, sustainability and firm
behavior—being important internal and external sources of brand equity determinants—has so far
received little attention. We aimed to close this gap by increasing the awareness of the positive impact
of sustainable investments in the financial sector.
In this paper, we go further ethical considerations and we seek to throw additional light on the
ESG literature by estimating the impact of ESG investments on brand value. In particular we carry out
this analysis on financial sector, which may have found an opportunity to recover its image, reputation
and brand value by increasing its concern on social and environmental aspects after its image had
sharply been reduced since 2008 financial crisis.
We use an OLS model controlling by region and time effects, what allows us to infer a linear
relationship among brand value and ESG factors but not causal effects. Our results suggest that
environmental, financial and governance factors are drivers for boosting brand value. That is, the more
important are ESG factors for a company, the higher the brand value.
In spite of vast literature on ESG and financial performance, there is a lack of literature on ESG
factors’ effects on brand value of financial firms. In this study, we close this gap and we find that ESG
factors are key to stakeholders by enhancing brand value, what increases competitive advantage of the
branded firms relative to generic firms.
The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present a literature review under four broad
classifications. In Section 3, we explain how we construct brand value, which are the main variables
included in the econometric specification and we describe data statistics. In Section 4, we present our
results. Finally, in Section 5, we exhibit the main conclusions and discuss the practical implications
and limitations to the study.
2. Literature Review
2.1. Intangible Assets and Brand Value
Intangible assets are a key factor in the long-term success of any company. As such, their value
must be carefully considered. The value of tangible assets is estimated based on future events that
are numerically quantified to assign a fair value to each asset [3]. Intangible assets are not easily
valued because of their different nature. The difference between an intangible and a tangible asset
is their assigned virtual perception. For instance, two investors would assign different values to the
same intangible asset because a virtual benefit is delivered that is perceived differently. As the benefit
obtained is not physical, the valuation process is more difficult [7]. Considering two companies in
the same industry with equal service and other factors, the perception of this extra benefit to the final
users gives this brand a different value depending on stockholder and consumer perspectives.
Intangible assets have been under the spotlight due to their growing importance within the
business world. Finance, accounting, business strategies and economics have always considered the
importance of this category of asset as a fundamental component of a company as a whole. Intangible
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assets represent the intellectual capital of a firm as well as its potential growth through innovation,
which seems to be the keyword in today’s business. Marketing and firm value play roles in creating
brand equity value, as appropriate marketing skills and other brand equity determinants affect the
shareholder value [8]. Even though this topic is receiving significant attention from practitioners,
debate about its features is ongoing, starting with its definition [9]. Some consider intangible assets to be
goodwill data. For example, intangible assets include elements such as patents, trademarks, copyrights,
brand names or logos that constitute the firm’s goodwill [10]. In addition to working capital and
tangible assets, intangible assets are classified as a core element of a business enterprise [11]. Therefore,
these are the elements that allow the business to operate and can be the primary contributors to a firm’s
success and competitive advantage [11]. The overall trend in the business world is to conceptualize
the day-to-day procedures used to improve performance and increase revenue streams through which
companies create value [12].
However, there is no consensus in literature on the meaning and the measuring of a brand. In fact,
Winter (1991) explains this discrepancy by stating, “if you ask 10 people to define brand equity, you
are likely to get 10 (maybe 11) different answers as what it means”. References [13–15] use both
terms, brand equity and brand value indistinctly. This terminology difficulty arises because brand
equity is more than just a name and a logo [16]. This intangible asset represents an organization’s
engagement with a customer to deliver what the brand represents in terms of emotional, social and
economic benefits. In sum, brand equity may be seen from the consumer perspective—perception
or behavioral value—or the financial perspective—revenue differential between a branded and a
generic product. Brand equity usually refers to the broad term—including both the consumer and
financial perspective—while brand value usually refers to the financial perspective. From this last
perspective, Bahar Gidwani (2013) [17] found that sustainability performance and brand value are
positively related, what sustains our main hypothesis that ESG factors boost brand image, brand
reputation and, hence, brand value.
In this paper, we use brand equity and brand value indistinctly, referring to the financial
perspective. We adopt brand value estimation proposed by Damodaran [3], who examined this
intangible asset as an incremental cash flow of branded relative to unbranded companies. His model
assumptions were built on the premise that the brand name company and a similar generic company
are both publicly traded. His proposition is based on the market observations of both companies,
which allows a value the difference between the two brand values. Bahar Gidwani (2013) finds that
sustainability performance and brand value are positively related.
2.2. Sustainability Brands and Financial Performance
Many authors have tried to find the effect of sustainability and social responsibility of firms
on financial performance. Corporate Social Responsibility includes a company’s social activities,
demonstrating the inclusion of social and environmental concerns in business operations. The idea of
the only responsibility of a business being to increase its profits dates back to the 1970s [18]. Despite
this, companies in the industrial and service sectors were more worried about indirect losses than
indirect gains affected by their corporate social responsibility [19]. Since 1978, researchers have
noted a correlation between CSR and financial performance [20], which led academics to extend their
research in 1985, showing that less-diversified businesses have better corporate social performance [21].
In 2003, the capital market’s response relationship to CSR was linked to the amount of information
disclosed [22]. As a result of the 2008 financial crisis, considerable research has been conducted on
how companies react to external challenges, and large capitalization firms have been reported to have
become less responsible [23].
The effects of CSR on corporate financial performance vary across firms and time [24]. Corporate
social performance is positively related to a company’s reputation [25]. However, in both the banking
sector and chemical industry [26], up until 2011, there was no significant relationship between ethical
ratings and corporate financial performance. In contrast, CSR has been positively associated with the
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firm value of European manufacturing firms [27] in the oil and gas industry [28]. In addition, in recent
years, The Conference Board has found an increasing connection between sustainability and brand
value [17].
Ameer (2012) finds that companies which attend to ecosystems, societies and environments of
the future have higher financial performance compared to those that do not engage in such practices
and this superior performance is sustained over time [29]. Good environmental performance [30] is
significantly associated with good economic performance and this tends to lead to positive future
performance [31] and lower risk exposure, as a result of the social responsibility actions taken [32].
Poor company financial results are generally the result of poor community engagement rather than
poor social performance in terms of environmental factors [33]. However, Farooq [34] finds that ESG
disclosure is negatively related to firm performance in emerging markets and argues this result by
stating that stock market participants can consider ESG investments as unnecessary costs.
2.3. Sustainability Brands and the Financial Sector
Sustainability can be defined as meeting human necessities while at the same time preserving the
nature or our planet. It is a connection between nature and society [35]. Sustainable science is a field
that is trying to examine the correlations between society and resources, how these resources have been
used and their limitations and boundaries. It is also trying to address the behavior of the organizations
and their responsibilities towards society and nature [36]. In today’s business world, sustainability is
affecting competitiveness [37]. Executives are very aware that failure on sustainable challenge impacts
their organizations in a negative manner [38]. Sustainable strategy became very important on the
road map for every organization [39]. Consumers are searching for the sustainable environmental
friendly products since concerns about climate change have increased [40]. In order for companies to
get a sustainability advantage they need to have green product offerings [41]—sustainable products
designed to minimize environmental impacts during its whole life-cycle and waste.
The United Nations (UN) [42] has looked at the reporting of sustainability indicators in the
financial sector. Also, private initiatives such as the Asset Owners Disclosure Project can help to
promote transparency and, especially if governments promote their use, enable market forces such as
reputational impact to take action. The UN is not the only international organization to mention the
importance of sustainable investments and indices, as the European Commission [43] recently advised
that an increased focus on environmental, social and governance indices during the investment process
is necessary. Similarly, Marcel [44] suggested the use of legal and social incentives but also stressed
the importance of price incentives to internalize negative externalities on the environment in order to
maximise the social welfare.
The financial sector contributes, both positively and negatively, to sustainable development,
so there is a need to conduct research in this area to optimize the positive effect [45]. New financial
products and social challenges are highly correlated in the banking sector [46]. Despite the important
relationship between finance and sustainability and researchers, the need remains to expand the
knowledge on the issue of financial management and the concern with sustainable development [47].
This could increase managers’ awareness of the relationship between society and the firm when making
their decisions [48].
2.4. Sustainability Brands and Marketing Strategies
CSR affects the behavior of firms from all sectors and a direct relationship exists between
sustainability and marketing strategies. Stakeholders form part of the sustainable scheme by enhancing
the added value of a firm [49]. In the industrial sector, there is a positive association between CSR and
corporate reputation [50]. For example, there is a conceptual framework in the life insurance industry
that shows the impact of CSR on brand equity to be positively related to persuasive advertising
effects [51]. In the electronics sector, there is a positive relationship between green characteristics
(green satisfaction, green affect, green trust and green brand loyalty) and green brand equity [52].
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The incorporation of an ecological method in a brand produces a stronger preference for hedonic
attributes.
For this reason, many companies focus on investments in intangible assets and, in particular,
in brands and human capital, among others, to ensure the development of a stronger and sustainable
image. Thus, they opt for a strategy of converting intangible assets to tangible assets to create the
firm’s value and place in the market [53]. For the past 30 years, companies have focused on corporate
sustainable development and this has become an organizational determinant [54]. This phenomenon
has arisen from companies seeking a competitive advantage and trying to become sustainable in
parallel with the main business objective, to the point that sustainability can be the profitability tipping
point in business. For this reason, sustainability is now a key driver of innovation [55]. The additional
benefit of sustainability is that it links social entrepreneurship with economical profitability to the extent
of recognizing the social return on investment and triggering the evolution of business strategies [56].
Firms should develop different strategies to achieve a competitive advantage and should focus on
asset specificity in determining the multiple uses and purposes of their assets [57]. Since a link exists
between strategy and society, a new method was proposed by Porter to link business to societies [58].
For instance, the supply chain sector dealt with this as a business opportunity in 1996 with the
introduction of this new scheme in the re-engineering of the structure and management of the supply
chain to manage the environment to more effectively use current resources to balance sustainability
and profitability. Those changes were meant to represent an investment by the sector, despite being
forced by consumers who push producers into developing sustainable products by their desire to
use products with minimized environmental effects. This pushed companies to consider the balance
between sustainability and pragmatism, which, in turn, affected the brand equity of the whole
sector [59].
Businesses have insufficient knowledge about how to see and value CSR. The development of
reputation and brand equity require the use of an effective strategy to achieve a competitive advantage
and build a company’s identity. Thus, a framework needs to be set to identify the contributions of
intangible assets based on case studies and to reveal their importance in a sustainable, competitive
advantage strategy [60]. A firm’s environmental orientation could influence their corporate brand
value [61], suggesting that managers should invest wisely in environmental activities, as these
investments have an effect on corporate intangible assets [62]. When implementing procedures,
managers should consider that company identity can grant a competitive advantage [63] that translates
into better performance while still recognizing the importance of the availability of resources [64].
3. Model, Methodology and Data
3.1. Model
The method for determining brand value (or brand equity) involves considering how much more
a consumer is willing to spend on one branded product versus another as well as the fact that there is
a relevant branding shareholder value creation link [65,66]. Damodaran [3] examined this intangible
asset as an incremental cash flow of branded to unbranded companies. His model assumptions were
built on the premise that the brand name company and a similar generic company are both publicly
traded. His proposition is based on the market observations of both companies, which allows a value
to the difference between the two brand values.
The Brand Name Value can be determined as follows:













∗ VariableBrand Name, (1)
where EV is the Equity Value. Under the assumption of using EV/Sales ratios as multiples for
comparison, this would be modified as follows:
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Fernandez [67] underlined a further limitation behind their model (shown in Equation (2)), stating
that sales are not identical between the generic brand and the branded company and suggested
expressing the following formula to consider the different volumes:













where E is the equity calculated by market capitalization and S is the sales volume. Therefore, Brand
Name Value is the market added value for a branded firm relative to a generic firm.
The control variable Intangibility is an approximation of net intangibles that is computed by
Intangible Assets = Goodwill/Total Assets,
which represents the goodwill to assets ratio used to determine what portion of a company’s assets are
classified as intangible assets relative to its tangible assets. Goodwill is the excess purchase price over
the acquiree’s book and is considered to be carried on in the new books after the sale of a business as
an asset and is eventually written off. The concern here is to determine whether there is any significant
relationship between the intangibility and the brand value assigned. In addition, the Return on Assets
(ROA) is included as an indicator of how profitable a company is relative to its total assets and the
Price-to-Earnings ratio (PER) is a measure of the company’s value based on its current share price
relative to its per-share earnings.
3.2. Method
The dependent variable Brand Value is composed of the ratio of market capitalization to sales,
standardized by the sector’s generic firm. Despite the limitations on the sales volume [67], we propose
the use of various independent variables and test their significance and effect on the brand value.
We aim to develop a better brand equity model that considers other significant factors; in particular,
sustainability. The first possible weakness considered in this model is the choice of the generic company,
as there is difficulty involved in estimating the parameters of the generic product. The choice of the
generic company can vary within the same sector, as the ratio of branded to generic companies can vary
among sectors, therefore increasing the chance of a hidden arbitrariness in the dependent variable [68].
To reduce this hidden arbitrariness, we propose using the average industry as a proxy for the generic
company as the dependent variable of brand equity based on The Bloomberg Industry Classification
Systems (BICS) first level of detail [69]. For the independent variables, data were collected and
collated using publicly available annual reports from Bloomberg to find approximations of the levels of
competitiveness, market share, net intangibility assets, sustainability and transparency and governance
factors.
We run a Panel data OLS model regression controlling by region and time effects, which allows
us to infer a linear relationship among brand value and ESG factors but not causal effects. We assume
that a regression analysis is a statistical procedure to obtain estimates. Causal analysis is not a specific
statistical procedure, it can be regression analysis, path analysis or variance analysis. In our paper,
the data analysis for research design allows causal conclusions, thus the regression analysis on our
data is considered to be a causal analysis [70]. We thought of doing Granger causality to study the
econometric relationship that tests whether additional information from the behavioral variables (ESG
scores) help explain the brand value. But the independent variables and the brand value variable
should be stochastic variables which is not the case. Nevertheless, in the regression analysis this
assumption is not necessary (in this case the OLS panel data with dummy variables such as region
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controlled by years, there is no need to have stochastic variables). Therefore, the variables could be
deterministic, which is the case of the independent variables included in this paper.
Our results suggest that environmental, financial and governance factors are drivers for boosting
brand value. That is, the more important are ESG factors for a company, the higher the brand value.
3.3. Data
Due to the usage of several variables across 5 years, a panel data/longitudinal dataset was
constructed. Tests for multicollinearity among some variables as well as heteroskedasticity, were
conducted. Five years of data (2013–2017) were collected from a published annual report of 1100
companies from S&P 500 and EURO 600–Bloomberg. Overall, 1816 observations were collected from a
variety of international companies. Our sample thus includes the biggest companies in the the US and
European markets. Although, to a varying degree, these markets consist of many small and medium
enterprises (SMEs), as publicly traded companies are intensely valued by the market and they more
clearly disclose their ESG investments.
Our hypothesis is that the dependent variable, Brand Value, is positively affected by investments
in environmental and social governance factors, in addition to other social aspects like the share of
women on the board of directors and the proportion of female employees. ESG factors may boost
the image and reputation of a firm, with the potential positive effect on customers willing to pay a
premium for the branded sustainable product [17]. More female workers and women on the board of
directors increases diversity and inclusion, what is clearly correlated with ESG factors—in concrete,
with Social factors—so it needs to be included as a control. Also, studies as Shrader (1997) found that
firms employing greater percentages of women managers at the general management level experienced
a better financial performance in terms of ROS, ROA, ROI and ROE [71]. Since we are working with
panel data, we control for yearly and regional effects in order to capture the influence of aggregate
trends (time-series) and regional effects that may be correlated with other explanatory variables such
as ESG. We include dummy variables for these factors to increase the robustness of the specifications.
Many CSR investment funds have been developed, despite the need for new value creation
sources [72] and the recommended enforcement [73,74] of the widely used sustainable reporting
instruments and indices. For this reason, the independent variables in this paper is ESG factors,
which provides a single company‘s ESG performance score as well as being based on third-party ESG
scores; the quality score of the Institutional Shareholder Services (ISS), which is the world’s leading
provider of corporate governance and responsible investment solutions and the collective voice of
shareholders; and the SR (Sustainalytics Rank), provided by a global investment firm that specializes
in sustainability research and analysis, to show the sustainability of a company. To tackle the company
behavior, the Company Disclosure Performance score (CDP) was added as an index to measure the
transparency of companies, followed by two variables: the number of women on the board and the
number of female employees. Finally, we also include a categorical variable for whether the firm is
from the US or the EUR market and include time in the main regression as control. A summary of the
main variables used is provided in Table 1 and the main statistics related to the financial and social
factors are displayed in Table 2.
ESG has been positively linked to corporate financial performance across a wide range of more
than 2000 research articles [75]. It is important to use several of these variables, as there are important
differences among ESG rankings, so the use of just one might lead to biased results.
In Figure 1, we display the density of the estimated Brand Value in our data set for every year.
Interestingly, this shows a trend of increasing dispersion, with more firms having even more negative
brand value and large, positive outliers.
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Table 1. Main variables.
Latent Variables Observable Variables
Financial situation
Intangibility Measured intangible assets
ROA Return on assets
PER Price–earnings ratio
Index Growth Average growth of relevant index
Social factors
ESG score Environmental and Social Governance index
Women Directors Share of female directors
Women Employed Share of women employed
Unobserved factors Region US/EURTime Year variable
Table 2. Summary of the statistics.
Mean Median Std. Dev Max Min
Brand Value 157.5 −8989.6 47,775.99 733,090.4 −97,977.6
Intangibility 0.077 0.037 0.001 0.799 −0.009
ROA 5.930 4.881 0.09 235.4 −70.4
PER 1631 535 46.8 141,828 −35,206
ESG 36.861 37.191 0.151 78.512 3.509
Women Directors 74.81 80.00 0.179 100.00 0.00
Women Employed 36.94 35.00 0.160 84.7 6.0
Figure 1. Annual density of Brand Value.
In Figure 2, we display each firm’s average brand value, sector and either the average
Sustainalytics index or the average Environmental and Social Governance score, in both cases with a
generalized additive model with integrated smoothness displaying the trend. As can be seen, across
different indices and levels, higher values of sustainability tend to be correlated with higher average
brand values.
However, as can be seen in this figure, there is wide variability in brand values when considering
companies from all sectors based on the Bloomberg BICS classification. Subsequently, we conducted a
more detailed analysis of brand value, particularly in the financial sector.
In Figure 3, we display the same study for only the financial sector. The results are consistent
within this sector, as both indices had a similarly positive, albeit not linear, relationship with
brand value.
Sustainability 2020, 12, 254 9 of 19
Figure 2. Brand value and Sustainability Indices.
Figure 3. Brand value and Sustainability Indices for the Financial Sector.
To study the evolution of this relationship between Brand Value and the Environmental and Social
Governance score, Figure 4 shows a smooth trend linking both variables for every year of our sample.
The trend was constantly positive over time and even displayed higher steepness in the last two years.
This could imply that in more recent years, higher ESG scores were being more positively received by
the market.
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Figure 4. Evolution of the relationship between the environmental social and governance (ESG) score
and Brand Value.
4. Empirical Results
Our findings shed some initial light on how brand equity is affected by environmental and social
governance reporting of the underlying company in the financial sector. Results from the regression
and paired-sample t-test methods show with a very highly significant p-value that a higher ESG score
for a given company corresponds to a higher brand equity value (Table 3 ).






ESG score 648.2 ***(81.0)
Women Directors 103.1 *(52.8)
Women Employed 8.1(56.9)
Index growth 38,296.8(3085.9)





F-Statistic 80.101 *** (df = 12; 512)
Note: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.
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To test for multicollinearity, we used the variance inflation factor test (VIF), which compares
the variance of the model with several factors with the model with one term alone. The results,
in Table 4 show that the variances of the estimated coefficient of all variables were moderately inflated,
while the VIF values of all the other variables were below 10, indicating low correlarity among the
independent variables and that the multicollinearity does not pose a problem for our explicative model
used (Appendix A).












To validate the appropriateness of the model we are using, we perform residual analysis
(difference between the predicted response and the actual response) and examine residual plots
to evaluate how well the model fits the data and that the data meet the assumptions of the model [76].
Residuals are plotted to understand whether the assumptions which have gone in building a linear
model hold true or not.
The residual plot for the Brand Value dependent value with each of the independent variables
shows that most of the model validation centers around the residuals (essentially the distance of the
data points from the fitted regression line) validating homoscedasticity that means that the residuals
are equally distributed across the regression line, that is, above and below the regression line and the
variance of the residuals should be the same for all predicted scores along the regression line. This
accepts the assumption of validating the appropriateness of the model we are using.
To test for heteroskedasticity in the linear regression model to check whether the variance of the
errors from the regression was dependent on the values of the independent variables, we used the
Breusch–Pagan (BP) test, which indicates whether the variance of the errors depends on the values of
the independent variables. The results, displayed in Table 5 showed a very low p-value; thus, the null
hypothesis of homoskedasticity was rejected and heteroskedasticity was assumed.
Table 5. Breusch–Pagan (BP) test.
Variable Model
Statistic 689.72
Degrees of freedom 12
p-value 0
As seen in the main Table, Table 3, the dependent variable, Brand Value, was positively affected
by the ESG score. Consistent with the higher average Brand Value, the dummy variable for the United
States (US) region was also significantly positive. Although tangible and intangible attributes and both
are found to be important contributors to brand equity and brand choice [77], Intangibility variable
was as well positively significant. The share of Women Directors, being a business imperative [78]
were also positively correlated with the Brand equity Value, albeit less significantly. Even though
the share of female directors did positively affect the brand value, the share of female employees
had no direct implication on brand value and was not significant. Although statistically it makes
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sense to eliminate effects that are not serving a purpose, but this insignificant effect has a purpose in
highlighting that, even though diversity affects positively on business performance [79], we found
out that in the financial sector, gender diversity does not affect brand vale . A similar result was
found when including other sustainability indices, such as Sustainalytics, in the financial sector . Since
sustainability ratings are a challenge to financial firms [80], the importance of this result advises firms
of the importance of Sustainalytics and the possible future positive effect on brand vale. The ESG score
did not lose significance but the new addition simply generated noise and was not significant.
Finding the impact of sustainable investments on financial firms’ Brand Value is considered
difficult due to nature of the valuation methods of intangible assets, as mentioned by Salinas [81].
Since low multicollinearity exists for the independent variables in our model, already discussed in the
previous paragraph, then we can interpret the effect of the independent variable on the dependent
variable by considering the coefficients [82]. The positive significant coefficients are ESG score index,
Intangibility, Price to Earnings ratio, share of female directors. So an increase of any of these variables
would increase the Brand Value. More precisely, our results suggest that an ESG score index increase
of one unit would boost Brand Value in 648.2 million dollars, on average. This result indicates
that financial firms will end up improving their Brand Value by further investments in sustainable
investments, thus enabling those investments to be the preferred investment focus in the financial
sector [83]. Also, for each additional unit intangibility, we can expect an average increment of Brand
Value of 16,732.2 million dollars, that prove the contribution of human capital as an intangible asset
to Brand Value [84]. In line with standard accounting assumptions, the price to earnings ratio (PER)
has a positive effect on our dependent variable, which is in line with increasing number of investors
using PER ratios to make decisions [85] and furthermore, we can observe that for each additional unit
of Price to Earnings ratio, the Brand Value is expected to increase by an average of 4 million dollars,
a motive to guide the organization focus on increasing shareholder value [86] in the financial sector.
An additional unit of participation of female director would increase the brand value on 103 million
dollars, on average, that provides implications for future research regarding the effectiveness of female
board of directors towards firm performance and Brand Value in the firm sector. However, the Return
on Assets (ROA) ratio has a negative, albeit less-significant, effect. Robbin [87] referred to the negative
relationship between brand value and return of asset in big capitalization firms that coincides with
the firms in our data set in the financial sector, what could explain the negative effect. Despite the
limitations of valuing brands [88] and our proposed scheme for identifying brand value drivers, that
is, the parameters influencing the brand’s value, our main challenge in this paper is raising awareness
of this positive impact between social drivers and Brand Value. Knowing that social sector is attracting
companies in order to identify opportunities for business innovation [89], there is still a need to
implement those models both supported by academics and applicable by practitioners in the financial
sector to ensure a greener and more sustainable sector.
We also included the average annual growth rate of exchange-traded funds (ETFs) to track
the S&P500 and the Eurostoxx 600. In this way, we controlled for possible effects in brand value
unaccounted for by the model, such as a slow-moving global trends in stock prices and brand values.
However, this indicator did not appear to be significantly related to our measure of Brand Value.
The model explained 28% of the variability, as seen through the adjusted R2 and the F-statistic allowed
us to strongly reject the possibility of the independent variables’ coefficients being zero.
5. Conclusions, Managerial Implications, limitations and Further Research
Brands bring awareness to users and allow them to remember a particular product or service [90].
Due to the need to develop awareness of the sustainability concept that is already in place [91],
a responsible business guide could contribute to obtaining a better brand equity value. Our suggestions
include not only investing more and trying to obtain a higher ESG score but also disclosing those
investments and promoting what the company does. The results show, with a reasonable significance
level, that the more sustainable a company is, the higher their brand equity value is. In addition,
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a more gender-diverse board of directors could positively influence the brand value of a company in
the financial sector. As already mentioned, cooperation through reporting to the UN and to private
entities that publish such indices should be enhanced. Drawing the line from all of this statistical
information, one idea can clearly be underlined: environmental, financial and governance factors
are drivers for boosting brand value. That is, the more important are ESG factors for a company,
the higher the brand value. This helps raise awareness to management and investors, together
to a single goal to draw a distinct image in the consumer’s mind with a more sustainable Brand.
Differentiation is an inevitable part of brand management, which can be done by positioning and
integrated marketing communication [92]. Brand was initially used to differentiate a group of products
from that of others [93]; but nowadays, brands are used by consumers to differentiate them within
society [94]. It has become a very much integrated in the business models; and consumers have a voice
in distinguishing service quality in all sectors [95] and in the financial sector particularly [96] playing a
key role for managers to be aware of the reasons and consequences of why customers stay [97] and
thus plan for a service quality in an integrative approach [98].
These results also affect the perspectives of the end users, investors or fund managers, as higher
ESG scores might signal future long-term gains in brand value that have only recently been captured
by the market and included in the price. This relationship could foster a virtuous circle in which
companies with green investments attract [99] more capital and are able to grow and invest more.
Investors that are able to show metrics on the sustainability of their portfolios can use those metrics
as added value that distinguishes them from other fund managers [100]. In addition, due to the
interlinkages between the financial sector and the rest of the sectors of the economy, the effects on
brand value can spread to other firms and new ways of reporting information [101] and new channels
of social investments can be achieved through the classical banking activities of financial intermediaries
integrating the behavioral factors we raised awareness in this paper and whose implementation is
crucial to achieve a green brand [102].
Our research adds extra questions regarding firms’ reporting of environmental and social
aspects [103]. This study was limited by the availability of these data and by the complexity of
the estimation of brand value [104]. We studied the main trends through the main indexes of
sustainability and an estimation method while attempting to reduce analyst bias [105]. However,
further research is needed to increase the robustness of the results and contrast them with new data-sets
and estimates [106]. In addition, due to data availability, we focused on big firms in the US and EU
markets; however, SMEs might be driving their brand value through their social investments even more
so than big corporations. Further research should focus on possible nonlinear effects. For example,
as seen in Figures 1–3, the relationship between ESG score and brand value, although positive, was
not constant and varied over time. Tools such as SPSS softwares solution adopted for SMEs using
digital marketing tools to managing brand equity [107] could be a further research for all firms in
the financial sector that seek a continuous sustainable trend. Thus further managerial implications
on a practical level with an integrated model that takes into account the social, environmental and
economic performance for the creation of sustainability-oriented brand value in the financial sector is
needed. Doing that is not an easy task; however, the results obtained constitute a small but significant
first step by raising awareness of its importance. This first step can provide a guidance starting point
for those the financial firms that want to improve their business models and follow the path of growth
and sustainability by managing their brand equity for a long run approach.
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Appendix A. Model Validation Graphs
Figure A1. Residuals vs Directors.
Figure A2. Residuals vs ESG.
Figure A3. Residuals vs Fitted.
Figure A4. Residuals vs Intangibility.
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Figure A5. Residuals vs PER.
Figure A6. Residuals vs ROA.
Figure A7. Residuals vs Women Employed.
References and Note
1. Hale, J. Sustainable Funds U.S. Landscape Report; Morningstar Inc.: Chicago, IL, USA, 2018.
2. Alliance, G.S.I. Global Sustainable Investment Review. 2018. Available online: http://www.gsi-alliance.org/
wp-content/uploads/2019/03/GSIR_Review2018.3.28.pdf (accessed on 11 Novermber 2019).
3. Damodaran, A. Valuation approaches and metrics: a survey of the theory and evidence. Found. Trends
Financ. 2007, 1, 693–784.
4. Dull, R.B.; Tegarden, D.P. Using control charts to monitor financial reporting of public companies. Int. J.
Account. Inf. Syst. 2004, 5, 109–127.
5. Staudt, S.; Shao, C.Y.; Dubinsky, A.J.; Wilson, P.H. Corporate social responsibility, perceived customer value,
and customer-based brand equity: A cross-national comparison. J. Strateg. Innov. Sustain. 2014, 10, 65.
6. Sheth, J.N.; Sinha, M. B2B branding in emerging markets: A sustainability perspective. Ind. Mark. Manag.
2015, 51, 79–88.
7. Churchill, G.A., Jr. A paradigm for developing better measures of marketing constructs. J. Mark. Res. 1979,
16, 64–73.
8. Srinivasan, S.; Hanssens, D.M. Marketing and firm value: Metrics, methods, findings, and future directions.
J. Mark. Res. 2009, 46, 293–312.
9. McInnis, J.M.; Monsen, B. The Operating Returns to Acquired Intangible Assets; SSRN 3279123; SSRN: Rochester,
NY, USA, 2018.
Sustainability 2020, 12, 254 16 of 19
10. Anson, W.; Drews, D.C. The Intangible Assets Handbook: Maximizing Value from Intangible Assets; American
Bar Association: Chicago, IL, USA, 2007.
11. Smith, G.V.; Parr, R.L. Valuation of Intellectual Property and Intangible Assets; Wiley: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2000;
Volume 13.
12. Osterwalder, A.; Pigneur, Y. Business Model Generation: A Handbook for Visionaries, Game Changers, and Challengers;
John Wiley & Sons: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2010.
13. Wood, L. Brands and brand equity: Definition and management. Manag. Decis. 2000, 38, 662–669.
14. Feldwick, P. What is brand equity anyway, and how do you measure it? Mark. Res. Soc. J. 1996, 38, 1–17.
15. Motameni, R.; Shahrokhi, M. Brand equity valuation: A global perspective. J. Prod. Brand Manag. 1998,
7, 275–290.
16. Farris, P.; Shames, E.; Gregg, E. Perspectives on Brand Equity; Darden Case No. UVA-M-0668; SSRN: Rochester,
NY, USA, 2018.
17. Gidwani, B. The Link between Brand Value and Sustainability; The Conference Board: New York, NY, USA,
2013.
18. Friedman, M. The social responsibility of business is to increase its profits. In Corporate Ethics and Corporate
Governance; Springer: Berlin, Germany, 2007; pp. 173–178.
19. Vance, S.C. Are socially responsible corporations good investment risks. Manag. Rev. 1975, 64, 19–24.
20. Wang, Y.G. Corporate social responsibility and stock performance—Evidence from Taiwan. Mod. Econ. 2011,
2, 788.
21. Aupperle, K.E.; Carroll, A.B.; Hatfield, J.D. An empirical examination of the relationship between corporate
social responsibility and profitability. Acad. Manag. J. 1985, 28, 446–463.
22. Richardson, A.J.; Welker, M.; Hutchinson, I.R. Managing capital market reactions to corporate social
resposibility. Int. J. Manag. Rev. 1999, 1, 17–43.
23. M. Høgevold, N.; Svensson, G.; Wagner, B.; J. Petzer, D.; Klopper, H.; Carlos Sosa Varela, J.; Padin, C.; Ferro, C.
Sustainable business models: Corporate reasons, economic effects, social boundaries, environmental actions
and organizational challenges in sustainable business practices. Balt. J. Manag. 2014, 9, 357–380.
24. Barnett, M.L. Stakeholder influence capacity and the variability of financial returns to corporate social
responsibility. Acad. Manag. Rev. 2007, 32, 794–816.
25. Turban, D.B.; Greening, D.W. Corporate social performance and organizational attractiveness to prospective
employees. Acad. Manag. J. 1997, 40, 658–672.
26. Griffin, J.J.; Mahon, J.F. The corporate social performance and corporate financial performance debate:
Twenty-five years of incomparable research. Bus. Soc. 1997, 36, 5–31.
27. Wagner, M.; Schaltegger, S. The effect of corporate environmental strategy choice and environmental
performance on competitiveness and economic performance:: an empirical study of EU manufacturing. Eur.
Manag. J. 2004, 22, 557–572.
28. Fadul, J. Business Ethics, Corporate Social Responsibility, and Firm Value in the Oil and Gas Industry; Society of
Petroleum Engineers: London, UK, 2004.
29. Ameer, R.; Othman, R. Sustainability practices and corporate financial performance: A study based on the
top global corporations. J. Bus. Ethics 2012, 108, 61–79.
30. Al-Tuwaijri, S.A.; Christensen, T.E.; Hughes Ii, K. The relations among environmental disclosure,
environmental performance, and economic performance: A simultaneous equations approach. Account.
Organ. Soc. 2004, 29, 447–471.
31. Waddock, S.A.; Graves, S.B. The corporate social performance–financial performance link. Strateg. Manag. J.
1997, 18, 303–319.
32. McGuire, J.B.; Sundgren, A.; Schneeweis, T. Corporate social responsibility and firm financial performance.
Acad. Manag. J. 1988, 31, 854–872.
33. Brammer, S.; Brooks, C.; Pavelin, S. Corporate social performance and stock returns: UK evidence from
disaggregate measures. Financ. Manag. 2006, 35, 97–116.
34. Farooq, O. Financial centers and the relationship between ESG disclosure and firm performance: Evidence
from an emerging market. J. Appl. Bus. Res. (JABR) 2015, 31, 1239–1244.
35. Redclift, M. Sustainable development (1987–2005): An oxymoron comes of age. Sustain. Dev. 2005,
13, 212–227.
Sustainability 2020, 12, 254 17 of 19
36. Kates, R.W.; Clark, W.C.; Corell, R.; Hall, J.M.; Jaeger, C.C.; Lowe, I.; McCarthy, J.J.; Schellnhuber, H.J.; Bolin,
B.; Dickson, N.M.; et al. Sustainability science. Science 2001, 292, 641–642.
37. Boulouta, I.; Pitelis, C.N. Who needs CSR? The impact of corporate social responsibility on national
competitiveness. J. Bus. Ethics 2014, 119, 349–364.
38. Bansal, P. The corporate challenges of sustainable development. Acad. Manag. Perspect. 2002, 16, 122–131.
39. Muff, K.; Dyllick, T.L. An Organizational Roadmap of Business Sustainability; SSRN 2442211; SSRN: Rochester,
NY, USA, 2014.
40. Han, H.; Hsu, L.T.J.; Lee, J.S.; Sheu, C. Are lodging customers ready to go green? An examination of attitudes,
demographics, and eco-friendly intentions. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 2011, 30, 345–355.
41. Lubin, D.A.; Esty, D.C. The sustainability imperative. Harv. Bus. Rev. 2010, 88, 42–50.
42. Ireton, K.; Valido, V.; Ramirez, L. Sustainability Reporting in the Financial Sector: A Governmental Approach;
United Nations Environment Programme: Nairobi, Kenya, 2017.
43. European Commission. Financing a Sustainable Economy: Final Report by the High-Level Expert Group on
Sustainable Finance; European Commission: Brussels, Belgium, 2018.
44. Jeucken, M. Sustainable Finance and Banking: The Financial Sector and the Future of the Planet; Routledge:
Abingdon, UK, 2010.
45. Wiek, A.; Weber, O. Sustainability challenges and the ambivalent role of the financial sector. J. Sustain.
Financ. Invest. 2014, 4, 9–20.
46. Kaufer, K. Social responsibility as a core business model in banking: A case study in the financial sector. J.
Sustain. Financ. Invest. 2014, 4, 76–89.
47. Carolina Rezende de Carvalho Ferreira, M.; Amorim Sobreiro, V.; Kimura, H.; Luiz de Moraes Barboza, F. A
systematic review of literature about finance and sustainability. J. Sustain. Financ. Invest. 2016, 6, 112–147.
48. Epstein, M.J.; Roy, M.J. Sustainability in action: Identifying and measuring the key performance drivers.
Long Range Plan. 2001, 34, 585–604.
49. Piercy, N.F.; Lane, N. Corporate social responsibility: Impacts on strategic marketing and customer value.
Mark. Rev. 2009, 9, 335–360.
50. Lai, C.S.; Chiu, C.J.; Yang, C.F.; Pai, D.C. The effects of corporate social responsibility on brand performance:
The mediating effect of industrial brand equity and corporate reputation. J. Bus. Ethics 2010, 95, 457–469.
51. Hsu, K.T. The advertising effects of corporate social responsibility on corporate reputation and brand equity:
Evidence from the life insurance industry in Taiwan. J. Bus. Ethics 2012, 109, 189–201.
52. Kang, S.; Hur, W.M. Investigating the antecedents of green brand equity: A sustainable development
perspective. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag. 2012, 19, 306–316.
53. Kaplan, R.S.; Kaplan, R.E.; Norton, D.P.; Norton, D.P.; Davenport, T.H. Strategy Maps: Converting Intangible
Assets into Tangible Outcomes; Harvard Business Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2004.
54. Bansal, P. Evolving sustainably: A longitudinal study of corporate sustainable development. Strateg. Manag.
J. 2005, 26, 197–218.
55. Nidumolu, R.; Prahalad, C.K.; Rangaswami, M.R. Why sustainability is now the key driver of innovation.
Harv. Bus. Rev. 2009, 87, 56–64.
56. Kerr, J.E. Sustainability Meets Profitability: The Convenient Truth of How the Business Judgment Rule
Protects a Board’s Decision to Engage in Social Entrepreneurship. Cardozo Law Rev. 2007, 29, 623.
57. Dyer, J.H.; Singh, H. The relational view: Cooperative strategy and sources of interorganizational competitive
advantage. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1998, 23, 660–679.
58. Porter, M.E.; Kramer, M.R. Strategy and society: The link between corporate social responsibility and
competitive advantage. Harv. Bus. Rev. 2006, 84, 78–92.
59. Giuntini, R. An introduction to reverse logistics for environmental management: A new system to support
sustainability and profitability. Environ. Qual. Manag. 1996, 5, 81–87.
60. Hall, R. A framework linking intangible resources and capabiliites to sustainable competitive advantage.
Strateg. Manag. J. 1993, 14, 607–618.
61. First, I.; Khetriwal, D.S. Exploring the relationship between environmental orientation and brand value: Is
there fire or only smoke? Bus. Strategy Environ. 2010, 19, 90–103.
62. Konar, S.; Cohen, M.A. Does the market value environmental performance? Rev. Econ. Stat. 2001,
83, 281–289.
Sustainability 2020, 12, 254 18 of 19
63. Balmer, J.M.; Gray, E.R. Corporate identity and corporate communications: Creating a competitive advantage.
Corp. Commun. Int. J. 1999, 4, 171–177.
64. Fahy, J.; Farrelly, F.; Quester, P. Competitive advantage through sponsorship: A conceptual model and
research propositions. Eur. J. Mark. 2004, 38, 1013–1030.
65. Aaker, D.A. Measuring brand equity across products and markets. Calif. Manag. Rev. 1996, 38.
doi:10.2307/41165845.
66. Madden, T.J.; Fehle, F.; Fournier, S. Brands matter: An empirical demonstration of the creation of shareholder
value through branding. J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 2006, 34, 224–235.
67. Fernández, F.L.; Fernandez, P.; Fernández, P.; López, P.F. Valuation Methods and Shareholder Value Creation;
Academic Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2002.
68. Treynor, J. The investment value of brand franchise. Financ. Anal. J. 1999, 55, 27–34.
69. Bloomberg, C. Classification Data. 2018. Available online: https://www.bloomberg.com/europe (accessed
on 3 June 2018)
70. Allison, P. Prediction vs. Causation in Regression Analysis; Statistical Horizons: Ardmore, PA, USA, 2014.
71. Blackburn, V.B.; Iles, P.; Shrader, C. Women in management and firm financial performance: An exploratory
study. J. Manag. Issues 1997, 9, 355–373.
72. Crifo, P.; Forget, V.D. Think global, invest responsible: Why the private equity industry goes green. J. Bus.
Ethics 2013, 116, 21–48.
73. Christofi, A.; Christofi, P.; Sisaye, S. Corporate sustainability: historical development and reporting practices.
Manag. Res. Rev. 2012, 35, 157–172.
74. Fowler, S.J.; Hope, C. A critical review of sustainable business indices and their impact. J. Bus. Ethics 2007,
76, 243–252.
75. Friede, G.; Busch, T.; Bassen, A. ESG and financial performance: Aggregated evidence from more than 2000
empirical studies. J. Sustain. Financ. Invest. 2015, 5, 210–233.
76. Fox, J. Applied Regression Analysis and Generalized Linear Models; Sage Publications: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA,
2015.
77. Myers, C.A. Managing brand equity: A look at the impact of attributes. J. Prod. Brand Manag. 2003, 12, 39–51.
78. Daily, C.M.; Dalton, D.R. Women in the boardroom: A business imperative. J. Bus. Strategy 2003, 24.
doi:10.1108/jbs.2003.28824eaf.002.
79. Kochan, T.; Bezrukova, K.; Ely, R.; Jackson, S.; Joshi, A.; Jehn, K.; Leonard, J.; Levine, D.; Thomas, D. The
effects of diversity on business performance: Report of the diversity research network. Hum. Resour. Manag.
2003, 42, 3–21.
80. Zoeteman, B.C. Sustainability rating as internal challenge for the financial sector. In CSR und Finanzratings;
Springer: Berlin, Germany, 2016; pp. 151–171.
81. Salinas, G.; Ambler, T. A taxonomy of brand valuation practice: Methodologies and purposes. J. Brand
Manag. 2009, 17, 39–61.
82. Frost, J. Regression Analysis. An Intuitive Guide for Using and Interpreting Linear Models. ebook 2019.
83. Flockhart, A. Is measuring Social Return on Investment (SROI) a tool that can be used to raise the profile of
Social Enterprises and help attract Investment? 2004.
84. Vomberg, A.; Homburg, C.; Bornemann, T. Talented people and strong brands: The contribution of human
capital and brand equity to firm value. Strateg. Manag. J. 2015, 36, 2122–2131.
85. Abratt, R.; Bick, G. Valuing brands and brand equity: Methods and processes. J. Appl. Manag. Entrep. 2003,
8, 21–39.
86. Bick Geoffrey, N.C. Increasing shareholder value through building customer and brand equity. J. Mark.
Manag. 2009, 25, 117–141.
87. Robbin, A. The Potential Value of Brand Accounting; Unpublished MBA Research Report; 1991.
88. Fernández, P. Valuation of Brands and Intellectual Capital; IESE Business School: Barcelona, Spain, 2001.
89. Kanter, R.M. From spare change to real change: The social sector as beta site for business innovation. Harv.
Bus. Rev. 1999, 77, 122–123.
90. Nedungadi, P.; Hutchinson, J. The prototypicality of brands: Relationships with brand awareness, preference
and usage. In ACR North American Advances; Advances in Consumer Research: Urbana, IL, USA, 1985.
91. Herremans, I.M.; Reid, R.E. Developing awareness of the sustainability concept. J. Environ. Educ. 2002,
34, 16–20.
Sustainability 2020, 12, 254 19 of 19
92. Yeshin, T. Integrated marketing communications. In The Marketing Book; Routledge: London, UK, 2008; pp.
365–389.
93. Dolich, I.J. Congruence relationships between self images and product brands. J. Mark. Res. 1969, 6, 80–84.
94. Maison, D.; Greenwald, A.G.; Bruin, R.H. Predictive validity of the Implicit Association Test in studies of
brands, consumer attitudes, and behavior. J. Consum. Psychol. 2004, 14, 405–415.
95. Iacobucci, D.; Ostrom, A.; Grayson, K. Distinguishing service quality and customer satisfaction: The voice of
the consumer. J. Consum. Psychol. 1995, 4, 277–303.
96. Nguyen, N.; LeBlanc, G. The mediating role of corporate image on customers’ retention decisions: An
investigation in financial services. Int. J. Bank Mark. 1998, 16, 52–65.
97. White, L.; Yanamandram, V. Why customers stay: Reasons and consequences of inertia in financial services.
Manag. Serv. Qual. Int. J. 2004, 14, 183–194.
98. Ian Stuart, F.; Tax, S.S. Planning for service quality: an integrative approach. Int. J. Serv. Ind. Manag. 1996,
7, 58–77.
99. Randjelovic, J.; O’Rourke, A.R.; Orsato, R.J. The emergence of green venture capital. Bus. Strategy Environ.
2003, 12, 240–253.
100. Corfee-Morlot, J.; Marchal, V.; Kauffmann, C.; Kennedy, C.; Stewart, F.; Kaminker, C.; Ang, G. Towards a
Green Investment Policy Framework; OECD: Paris, France, 2012.
101. Vishwanath, T.; Kaufmann, D. Towards Transparency in Finance and Governance; SSRN 258978; SSRN: Rochester,
NY, USA, 1999.
102. Brand, U. Green economy–the next oxymoron? No lessons learned from failures of implementing sustainable
development. GAIA-Ecol. Perspect. Sci. Soc. 2012, 21, 28–32.
103. Gray, R.; Collison, D.; Bebbington, J. Environmental and social accounting and reporting. In Financial
Reporting Today; University of St Andrews: St Andrews, UK, 1998; pp. 179–214.
104. Schultz, D.E. Understanding and measuring brand equity. Mark. Manag. 2000, 9, 8.
105. Mori, K.; Christodoulou, A. Review of sustainability indices and indicators: Towards a new City
Sustainability Index (CSI). Environ. Impact Assess. Rev. 2012, 32, 94–106.
106. Singh, R.K.; Murty, H.R.; Gupta, S.K.; Dikshit, A.K. An overview of sustainability assessment methodologies.
Ecol. Indic. 2009, 9, 189–212.
107. Dumitriu, D.; Militaru, G.; Deselnicu, D.C.; Niculescu, A.; Popescu, M.A.M. A Perspective Over Modern
SMEs: Managing Brand Equity, Growth and Sustainability through Digital Marketing Tools and Techniques.
Sustainability 2019, 11, 2111.
c© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
